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PER CURI AM

Rickie Perkins pleaded guilty to theft of governnment funds, in
violation of 18 U S.C. § 641. The district court! assessed a two-Ievel
increase for nore than mninal planning under U S. Sentencing Guidelines
Manual 8§ 2B1.1(b)(4)(A), because Perkins' conduct involved repeated acts
over a period of tine; and inposed a sentence of twelve nonths and a day.
On appeal, counsel challenges the two-level increase in a brief filed
pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967). Perkins was granted
leave to file a pro se supplenental brief, but he has not done so. W

affirm

We review for clear error the district court's finding that

The Honorable M chael J. Melloy, Chief Judge, United States
District Court for the Northern District of |owa.



Perkins engaged in nore than minimal planning. See United States v. Sykes,
4 F.3d 697, 699-700 (8th Cir. 1993) (per curiam. "''More than mninal
pl anni ng' nmeans nore planning than is typical for conmmi ssion of the offense

in asinple form" and "is deened present in any case involving repeated
acts over a period of tinme, unless it is clear that each instance was
purely opportune." U S. Sentencing CGuidelines Manual 8§ 1B1.1, comment.

(n.1(f)).

After Perkins was discharged from his railroad job, he began
recei ving unenpl oynent insurance benefits fromthe United States Railroad
Retirenent Board. To collect benefits, Perkins was required to conplete
a claimformbi-weekly. From August 1992 to June 1993, Perkins submitted
thirteen fornms on which he falsely indicated that he was not enployed
el sewhere, wongfully claimng benefits for 110 days on which he had
actually worked for other enployers. W conclude the district court did
not clearly err in finding nore than nmininmal planning, because Perkins
repeatedly submitted msleading claim forns over an extended period of
tinme. See United States v. Callaway, 943 F.2d 29, 31 (8th Cr. 1991); see
also Sykes, 4 F.3d at 699-700 (repetitive nature of crimnal conduct,

al one, may warrant increase).

Having carefully reviewed the record, we have found no nonfrivol ous
i ssue for appeal. See Penson v. GChio, 488 U S. 75, 80 (1988). Counsel's
notion to withdraw i s granted.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.
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